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Overall, the economic metrics provided indicate that the Petitioner’s business is growing but they do not
show that any benefits to the regional or national economy would reach the level of “substantial
cconomic benefit” contemplated by Dhanasar. In Dhanasar, we held that an endeavor that has
significant potential to employ U.S. workers or has other substantial positive economic effects.
particularly in an economically depressed area. for instance, may well be understood to have national
importance. Here. the Petitioner has not offered evidence that the area where the company is located
is economically depressed or that the company would offer the region a substantial economic benefit
through its employment levels or otherwise. Further, in the same way that Dhanasar finds that a
classroom teacher’s proposed endeavor is not nationally important because the effects of his/her work
are primarily limited to his/her school or district. we find that the proposed endeavor in this case will not
sufticiently extend beyond to affect the regional or national economy more broadly.” As such.
based upon the business metrics provided. the Petitioner has not established that his proposed endeavor
is of national importance.

Second. the Petitioner further avers on motion that his work stands to benetit corporate
suppliers, including its largest purveyor, ’ On motion, he states that * is one of the
leading distributors of overseas.” and that it will “contribute to the improved presence of
American brands, such as in the currently underserved markets of the Middle East and Asta.”
The Petitioner provided little information to support his contention. For instance. he did not provide
evidence from attesting to the importance of the company’s contributions to overall
business revenue. The record does not show that is one of leading distributors. nor

does the Petitioner explain its impact on this company’s overseas market share. or presence in new
or emerging markets. Further, he did not provide evidence corroborating that the Middle East or
Asia are currently underserved by U.S. suppliers in the personal electronic device market.” Nor has
the Petitioner provided letters from relevant government entities, business partners, or established
business associations with knowledge of the entity’s products or services which indicate that

business activity stands to significantly benefit other United States brands by opening the
aforementioned foreign markets to other U.S. companies.

The Petitioner’s submission on appeal stated that use of transportation and shipping
providers represents a substantial economic benefit to the economy. but we found that the record did
not sufticiently corroborate that assertion. He claimed that the volume of goods bought and sold will
offer a substantial economic benefit because the company’s use of shipping providers and freight
forwarders to distribute products turthers the national interest. The Petitioner maintained that, based
upon its past record of gross revenue exceeding $72 million.® its contracts with freight and shipping
companies to transport this large quantity of inventory will continue to “inject the U.S. economy

* See Dhanasar, 26 1&N Dec. at 893.

® The Petitioner notes that 70% of products are purchased wholesale from

7 We note that any economic benefit to underserved markets abroad is not germane to whether the Petitioner’s proposed
endeavor is of national importance to the United States.

¥ Tax returns reflect that annual gross revenue exceeded $73 million in 2015, and its cost of goods sold
exceeded $72 million, resulting in a profit of $911.485.
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with a beneficial infusion of trade and financial activity, which should be considered for its impact
on the U.S.”

On motion. the Petitioner reiterates this argument stating that the company has plans to expand into
South American markets and that “through the rapid growth and improved sales. will also
contribute to the growth of other U.S. businesses.” including increases in “payments it makes to the
vendors and shipping companies it works with in the United States.” He states that the company has
“already paid a total of $110.000 to and $90,000 to so far in 2017.7
The record includes invoices and contracts with transport companies ranging in value from a couple
of hundred dollars to several thousand dollars. In addition, the 2015 tax returns reflect that the
company paid $207.390 in shipping costs in 2015. The Petitioner does not explain how these
expenses stand to have substantial positive economic effects on U.S. shipping interests. For
example, he did not offer comparative statistics. industry data, or other economic metrics indicating
that use of these service providers at these levels will result in significant benefits for the
shipping providers. the freight industry generally, or the economy in which these providers operate.
Further, he does not offer evidence documenting what percentage of the providers™ business
represents. or establish that its business activity results in increased staffing levels at its
providers or an improved presence of American brands in underserved overseas markets. For the
above reasons. we affirm our previous finding that the Petitioner has not established that his
proposed endeavor is of national importance under the first prong of the Dhanasar framework.

Finally, as explained above. the third prong requires the Petitioner to demonstrate that. on balance. it
would be beneficial to the United States to waive the requirements of a job offer and thus of a labor
certification. On motion, the Petitioner contends that he seeks a national interest waiver because it is
impractical for an entrepreneur or self-emploved inventor, when advancing an endeavor on his own,
to secure a job offer from a U.S. employer. and there is no provision in the Department of Labor
regulations permitting a self-petitioning entreprencur to file a labor certification. He maintains that
the purpose of the third prong was to “expand the reach of the national interest waiver, especially for
entreprencurs.” However. as the Petitioner has not established the national importance of his
proposed endeavor(s) as required by the first prong ot the Dhanasar framework, he is not eligible for
a national interest waiver and further discussion of the balancing factors under the third prong would
serve no meaningful purpose.
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1. CONCLUSION
The record, including new information and evidence provided in the Petitioner’s motion to reopen, does
not demonstrate his eligibility for the benefit sought. As the Petitioner has not met the requisite three
prongs set forth in the Dhanasar analytical framework, we find that he has not established that he is

eligible for or otherwise merits a national interest waiver as a matter of discretion.

ORDER: The motion to reopen is denied.
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